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ABSTRACT
This thesis examines the relationships between 
occupational and educational profiles and evaluations of the 
Department of Sociology of the College of William and Mary, by 
graduates of the department between 1968 and 1988. Using 1970 
U.S. Census Bureau occupational titles, coupled with the 
National Opinion Research Center's listing of prestige scores 
for those occupations, respondents' occupational histories 
taken from the 1988 Sociology Department Alumni Survey could 
be analyzed against evaluations of the department's efficacy 
in several areas. Other areas of interest from the survey 
included the further educational progress of graduates, 
details about the occupational histories themselves, the 
differences in certain areas between male and female 
graduates, and the changing nature of evaluations between 
graduation cohorts. The literature review seeks to predict 
trends in the data relationships, while post hoc discussion is 
intended to explain actual results. Results included: 
dispersal of graduates across a wide variety of fields, with 
little occupational narrowing occuring among more highly 
educated respondents. Education was found as the dominant 
independent variable in explaining favorable evaluations of 
the department, decidedly more so than indicators of success 
such as prestige and future employment plans. Women were found 
to have made significant strides relative to men in areas of 
education and prestige, and later cohorts of graduates proved 
to be more favorable than earlier cohorts when evaluating 
their sociological experience.
STUDENTS AND SOCIOLOGY: LIFE HISTORIES
AND EVALUATIONS OF THE UNDERGRADUATE EXPERIENCE
2I . Introduction
As the final words of the university president fade from 
the ears of another group of baccalaureate recipients, 
eventually their attention shifts from previous 
accomplishments to the promise of future opportunities, For 
most graduates, however, their particular callings do not 
appear, grail-like, outside of the commencement hall. 
Certainly business and accounting majors at least have an idea 
where they might end up, and pre-law or pre-medicine graduates 
generally know where they are headed, but what of the legions 
of liberal arts majors for whom nothing can be ruled out, but 
nothing is clearly indicated? There is a distinct need, 
therefore, for information that would unearth clues about what 
is possible for the liberal arts graduate after receiving the 
degree. As important as learning what previous graduates have 
done, however, is discovering whether concentrators felt their 
undergraduate experience was worthwhile, helpful, or even 
pertinent.
This work will examine questions regarding the career and 
education paths of some of them, specifically sociology 
majors, as well as their evaluations of the major in 
sociology, using data compiled by the Department of Sociology 
at the College of William and Mary in Virginia to describe 
William and Mary sociology majors from 1968 to 1988. Surveyed 
in the latter part of 1988 and into 1989, respondents offered
3information about their job histories, graduate education, 
avocational activities and marital status, as well as data 
referring to the quality and scope of the William and Mary 
sociology program.
A number of questions about graduate career and 
development patterns can be posed for examination. Do 
graduates who hold jobs of high prestige give overall higher 
marks to their undergraduate education than their less 
prestigious counterparts? Do graduates find work in a narrow 
set of occupational types, or are they widely dispersed? Do 
they stay in the jobs they have, or do they move around from 
job to job or career to career? Are men afforded higher 
prestige in their careers, after majoring in a field where 
more women then men enroll? And finally, do evaluations 
compare at all to those from similar surveys polling earlier 
sociology graduates?
II. Review of Literature and Hypotheses
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Unfortunately, concepts like "success" are vague. Is 
success measured in dollars, power, or prestige, or must some 
scale counting units of happiness be devised to dovetail the 
successful with the satisfied? Are opinions of success tightly 
bound to culture?
Much is made in the media and popular literature about 
the cultural goal differences between the 1960's and the 
1980's. The standard belief is that children of the 60's 
looked upon success as the condition of self-understanding and 
brotherhood with others, while youth of the Reagan 1980's 
craved material achievement and self-preservation. With such 
radically divergent ideals between the two decades, opinions 
about the facility of the department to foster "success" may 
well be just as disparate.
But are such assumptions about the different character of
the two eras well founded? Gitlin (1987) supports the mythic
model of the typical 60's youth as unmotivated towards
material success. He finds a malaise of anxiety born out of
the affluent 1950's:
Conformity was supposed to buy contentment, 
cornucopia promised both private and public 
utopia, but satisfaction kept slipping out of 
reach. Opportunity meant competition; even the 
middle class had to wonder whether the great 
meritocratic race was wide open. . .The affluent 
society was awash with the fear of the 
uncontrollable. (21-22)
Nothing promotes revulsion quite like "fear of the
5uncontrollable," and Gitlin suggests it is this conducive 
atmosphere that led youth to seek alternate goals for personal 
achievement. Regardless of its genesis, however, a qualitative 
argument is made for the existence of different outlooks for
college-age youth of the 60's: "All over America, little knots
of students were looking for ways to forsake the predictable 
paths of career, propriety, family (104)."
Hamilton and Wright (1986), on the other hand, are 
skeptical of emotionally charged accounts of the era. Their 
analysis of works such as Reich's The Greening of America and 
Toffler's Future Shock attacks directly the lack of empirical
foundation the former pair see in much of the typical
literature.
Using National Opinion Research Center (NORC) General 
Social Surveys from 1972 to 1980 and various poll research 
from previous years, Hamilton and Wright argue for general 
attitudinal continuity. Citing a Survey Research Center 
Presidential, Election Study from 1972, they note economic 
problems and concerns as the most prevalent across all age, 
race, occupation, income and education groupings. Ironically, 
the strength of concern for personal economic well-being 
declines from the under-30 age grouping to the 30-64 age 
grouping, from 47 percent to 42 percent. The only indication 
of a widespread concern other than economics, when broken down 
by occupation, is that students listed "other" as much as 
economics; 38 percent. However, an N of only 34 softens the
6statistical significance of this particular measure. Hamilton 
and Wright note concurring results from three surveys of the 
1950's, and again in a Gallup poll of 1967. Their conclusion 
is that while national issues such as the Vietnam War and 
civil rights may have been more important to those coming of 
age in the 1960's, personal problems, like having enough money 
to live and staying healthy, have remained dominant and 
relatively constant over time (135-36).
The phrasing of the questions from the William and Mary 
Alumni Survey (Appendix A) makes no clear reference to 
national issues. In most cases, the key word is "you" or 
"your." The only exception might be the question requesting 
evaluation of the program's facility for "gaining a better 
understanding of human societies," but the focus in this case 
is too broad to correlate well with questions on "national 
issues."
Therefore, the differences in evaluations of the program 
should not be as marked as they might be, were the popular 
myths about the 60's and 80's as valid as presumed. I do not 
mean by this that there will be no statistical difference when 
comparing earlier and later graduates; there may well be 
consistent differences in opinions between cohorts. However, 
the easy answer that "kids of the 60's and 80's were 
different" lacks sufficient strength as causality for 
differences in cohort evaluations.
The existing literature on post-graduate career paths
7and undergraduate evaluations is surprisingly thin. Thinner 
still are studies with direct relevance to social science or 
sociology majors, and those that are available are 
substantially out-of-date. Calvert (1969) surveyed 10,877 male 
college graduates of 1948, 1953 and 1958 from liberal arts
institutions. The most relevant data concern whether the 
respondent would repeat in the same major given the chance. 
While the overall average was 49 percent, social science 
majors gave a favorable response 44 percent of the time, and 
fewer than 40 percent of sociology majors would repeat their 
major (40 ) .
Other questions in the Calvert survey match or come close 
to matching William and Mary Sociology Alumni Survey 
questions. The Calvert item "Did your education develop the 
ability to get along with different types of people," answered 
positively by 72.2 percent (44), agrees well with the William 
and Mary survey item "Gained better understanding of myself 
and others." The Calvert item "I received good training... how 
to express my ideas clearly," agreed with by 69.8 percent of 
social science majors (45), compared to the William and Mary 
survey item "Enhanced verbal and written expression." Another 
similar item addressed the utility of social science courses 
in preparation for respondents* careers. Fewer than half of 
the social science majors found social science courses to be 
most useful in their careers (47.9 percent), and of those, 
sociology courses were mentioned less than 10 percent of the
8time. (51)
Other items in the Calvert surveys asked the same types 
of questions as the William and Mary survey, but were not 
close enough to make comparisons viable. For instance, two 
separate items queried respondents on job stability by both 
title and employer. The responses to the William and Mary 
survey lack the information in many cases to classify changes 
as either title-related or employer-related.
Another useful source comes from Sharp's (1970) analysis 
of two National Science Foundation follow-up surveys of 1958 
college graduates in 1960 and 1963. Where much of the relevant 
Calvert data focus on satisfaction with curriculum and major, 
Sharp provides insights on relationships between choice of 
major, extent of education and later employment. One-fifth of 
male sociology majors found themselves teaching after five 
years, 30 percent had found jobs in social work and the 
clergy, and only three percent each had become lawyers or 
social scientists. Twenty-seven percent fell under the 
category "business occupations," a nebulous but reasonable 
"other" category. The data on women are skewed towards 
teaching across all majors (presumably due to cultural 
restrictions on working women of the late 50's and early 
60's), which supports Calvert's decision to omit women from 
his dataset based on the weakness of education as a deciding 
factor. (10-11)
Data on educational achievement between men and women
9also provide helpful referents for determining the progress of 
women over the last twenty years. Nearly 40 percent of 1958 
male graduates queried five years hence reported no graduate 
training, while M.A recipients totaled 16.8 percent and Ph.D. 
holders comprised 2.1 percent of the total. Only two-tenths of 
a percent of the women had achieved the doctoral plateau by 
1963, and another 12.5 percent held Master's degrees.1 Over 
half of the women had taken no graduate work at all. (29)
Turning towards education and employment, Sharp found 
that (male) social science majors were the most likely of any 
type of student to be "scattered throughout occupational 
fields." (41) Once again, women invariably became teachers no 
matter what their undergraduate major. However, the addition 
of a Master's degree narrowed the field of occupations, most 
clearly in the areas of teaching and performing social 
science. Women with M.A. degrees actually dispersed somewhat 
across the employment spectrum, but were also concentrated 
among teaching and social science careers. It appears that 
higher education enabled a number of young women of the early 
60's to pursue alternatives to teaching. (43)
Based on all of these findings, a number of research 
hypotheses can be developed. First, because a bachelor's
*. Sharp divides M.A. recipients into two different 
categories, apparently non-Ph.D. candidates and Ph.D. candidates.
I have combined them to match the format of the alumni survey. In 
addition, professional degrees comprise nine and one-half percent 
of the total for men, but only seven-tenths of one percent for the 
women, a figure not high enough to significantly influence 
comparisons between men and women on graduate education.
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degree in sociology is not specifically tailored to any one 
field, those whose educational attainment stops at that level 
should have careers more widely dispersed across occupational 
fields than those who have received an advanced degree. 
Regardless of whether that degree is a Master's, doctorate or 
law degree, the important factor is that any degree of 
specialization is likely to result in a tighter focus of 
choices and interests than would be expected from the typical 
B.A. graduate.
Similarly, the stability of careers among B.A.'s 
(operationalized by analyzing the number of jobs held since 
graduation divided by the number of years since graduation) 
should be somewhat less than that of advanced degree holders. 
The lack of a clear career track for the B.A. respondent 
should result in greater experimentation among different 
fields. By the same token, those with advanced degrees might 
feel more "locked in" to a particular field because of their 
commitment in time and money to a specific field of expertise.
Turning towards the relationships between occupations and 
prestige, judgements of the prestige different occupations 
hold are integral in determining social positioning. Using 
prestige as a measure of success is common; few parents send 
their children to college with the hope that one day they 
might occupy low-prestige jobs waiting tables or working in a 
factory.
Documents of popular culture clearly indicate the
11
desirability of becoming a lawyer or doctor. "Sitcom" mothers 
swoon at handsome young physicians and strive to match them 
with their daughters in order to boost the prestige and 
success of their girls by association. The 1989 film Dead 
Poets Society tells the story of a group of young boys in 
boarding school, pressured by their parents and teachers to 
aspire to prestigious occupations. One of these boys, named 
Neil, is told by his father in the beginning of the film that 
too many sacrifices have been made for Neil to pursue a "less 
secure" future in acting. The goal for Neil and his friends, 
according to their parents, is to achieve prestigious 
occupations to ensure success. Unfortunately for Neil, he 
cannot reconcile his parents' wishes with his desire for 
acting, and commits suicide.
The target professions of law, medicine and higher 
academia carry with them not only monetary reward but social 
prestige, and thus physicians, lawyers and professors are 
generally considered "successful." As evidenced by cultural 
documents such as Dead Poet's Society, even planning for 
successful and stable occupations suggests imminent success.
Five, ten, and twenty years down the road, however, as 
graduates achieve or fall short of their goals, what role do 
they see their college education as having played? Key 
indications may be drawn from various research on 
attributions. Vander Zanden (1987) provides an adequate 
description of attribution research, noting first the
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internal/external bias. Following various suggestions (Duval 
and Wicklund, 1973; Storms, 1973; Goldberg, 1978; Watson, 
1982) that individuals tend to see external forces primarily 
at work in formulating one's own behavior (55), alumni 
respondents should clearly be able to attribute their post­
baccalaureate success to their college education.
Nisbett and Ross (1980) reinforce the viability of such 
an assessment (regardless of the accuracy of the attribution,
i.e. , whether the attribution and actual causality are equal. ) 
Two heuristics individuals use readily are representativeness 
and availability. Nisbett and Ross divide the 
representativeness heuristic into the "resemblance criterion" 
and the causal theory. Resemblance involves matching a known 
effect to a "cause" that seems to have either a similar, or 
exactly opposite, character (117). There is nothing 
particularly parallel about education (the antecedent) and 
success (the "effect"). However, there is a distinct causal 
theory pattern between the two. Neil's parents send him to 
boarding school on the assumption that the proper education 
will cause success. The finding that "many causal theories 
seem to have come from maxims, parables, myths, fables, 
epigrams, allegories, well-known songs or novels, and 
anecdotes about famous people or personal acquaintances (119)" 
may impugn the advisability of subscribing to a particular 
causal theory, but strengthens the contention that 
subscription does occur.
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In the same vein, Nisbett and Ross describe the ease with
which an attribution may be made based on the availability of
a particular causal candidate:
It is the situation which contains the 
opportunities and constraints that guide the 
actor's behavior. It is the situation, and not the 
actor, which normally will be figural for the 
actor. (12 3)
Asking the respondent to respond how well he or she has been 
doing since graduation from college, and then asking for 
evaluation of that academic experience, not only presents an 
available candidate to the question “why am I where I am, " but 
a causally acceptable one, fed by cultural items that link 
education and success.
To this end it can be hypothesized that respondents with 
higher levels of occupational prestige should also give higher 
overall evaluations of the sociology program, as well as 
higher evaluations of the program's facility for career 
development, and those with lower levels should tend to 
downgrade the program.
One moderating factor of this hypothesis concerns 
research on the influence of success and failure on 
attributions. Wortman, Constanzo and Witt (1973), Luginbuhl, 
Crowe and Kahan (1975) and Weary (1980) support the contention 
that successful actors attribute that success to factors 
within themselves, and less successful actors have greater 
tendency to blame the environment. On the other hand, Nisbett 
and Ross, wary of actor efficacy in choosing effective causal
14
candidates due to the traps mentioned earlier, suggest that 
individuals may grasp easily at any candidate that is 
presented clearly and prominently. In the case of the alumni 
survey, does the ease of choosing a causal factor outweigh the 
tendency to present oneself in the best possible light?
To provide a counterpoint to measures of success 
determined by others, it should be possible to gain insight on 
success and evaluations by analyzing the respondent's self- 
report of his or her current plans. Graduates showing relative 
satisfaction with their current position, as displayed by 
their disinclination to change their career track, should once 
again tend to view the sociology program more favorably. 
Graduates unsure of their plans, or contemplating a radical 
career change, should be accordingly less favorable. As with 
the more concrete measure of prestige, the effects of 
differing attribution patterns may moderate the discrepancy.
Another proposition involves gender differences. 
Although women comprise the majority of students in sociology 
(and 58 percent in the survey sample), women still earn less 
than men in the same positions, and occupy fewer of the top 
positions in management and positions of power, those that 
carry the highest prestige (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981, 
1982). The data from the 1958 surveys by Calvert and Sharp are 
somewhat archaic, owing to the changes in female occupational 
patterns, but they provide a starting point for comparison: 
are women still afforded less overall prestige in their
15
careers than men? I would offer that this is true.
Finally, have the patterns established by the data from 
the 19 50's continued through 1988? By dividing the respondents 
into four cohorts of nearly equal percentages, responses can 
be compared across four different decades. Referring to the 
above data that play down the differences in student attitudes 
across the decades, the responses should vary only slightly, 
and with no particular pattern.
To summarize the research questions from above:
1. Does the achievement of educational degrees higher than the 
B.A. tend to focus the occupational choices of the graduate?
2. Do holders of higher degrees remain more stable in their 
careers than B.A. 's ?
3. Will graduates with higher levels of prestige in their 
occupational histories evaluate the William and Mary sociology 
program more favorably than those with lower levels?
4. Will graduates who are less optimistic in judging their 
current status rate the department less favorably overall than 
those who are currently more satisfied?
5. Does gender hold any relationship to occupational prestige 
among graduates ?
6. How have these data changed among social science graduates 
since 1958?
16
III. The Research Design
The Department of Sociology Alumni Survey at the College of 
William and Mary in Virginia was developed in 1988 as part of 
a three-phase assessment plan undertaken by the department at 
the behest of the Commonwealth of Virginia. Through the Alumni 
Services Department at the College, 610 addresses were 
obtained from a population of 678 graduates from the Sociology 
department between 1968 and 1988. These years represent the 
first twenty of sociology as a separate program at the 
College; previously, it had shared facilities with 
anthropology.
525 graduates eventually-received the survey forms, the 
remainder of the forms having been "returned to sender" or 
returned with death notices. From these, 287 forms were 
received by the time of this project, an N representing 55 
percent of the sample frame and 42 percent of the survey 
population. Of these, 60 percent were returned by women, a 
percentage slightly higher than the actual survey population 
of 58 percent.
Respondents were asked a mix of closed- and open-ended 
questions, and were encouraged in many instances to add 
comments of their own (See Appendix A). The first half of the 
survey concerned the graduate's history since graduation—  
current employment, previous employment, employment plans, 
avocational activities, post-graduate education, marital
17
status and children. The second portion included questions 
about the reasons graduates majored in sociology, the 
helpfulness of an undergraduate sociology background for 
career and personal development, the strengths and weaknesses 
of the William and Mary Department of Sociology, as well as a 
poor-to-excellent rating of the undergraduate program and a 
question asking whether the respondent would again concentrate 
in sociology.
From these questions, a number of variables were derived: 
some were simple codings from the returned data, while others 
were composite measures from several survey items, or 
collapsed versions of the same variable into manageable and 
statistically useful groupings. Variables that bear 
explanation are described below, and statistical means, 
deviations and ranges for all variables used in this project 
can be found in Table 1.
One major task was to develop broad variables of program 
evaluation derived from related survey questions. Two such 
groups of questions appeared near the end of the survey. The 
first suggested possible outcomes of the concentration (e.g., 
"learned how to address issues sociologically" and "gained 
better understanding of human societies") and requested a one- 
to-five rating of each of the outcomes. Totaling the ratings 
for all ten outcomes (excluding two open-ended "other" spaces) 
provided an indexed first evaluation score, computed as EVAL1.
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Table 1
Means, Deviation and Ranges of Relevant Survey Variables
Mean St. Dev, Min. Max.
Deoendent Variables
EVAL1 24 . 84 5.919 9 37
"Gained Better Self
Understanding" 2 . 22 . 786 1 3
EVAL2 8 . 22 1 .433 5 10
Core Requirements 1 . 75 .432 1 2
Independent Research
Opportunities 1 . 47 . 500 1 2
Participation in
Faculty Research 1 . 10 . 29 5 1 2
Preparation for
Graduate School 1 . 49 . 501 1 2
Extra-curricular
Activities 1 . 22 . 415 1 2
Department Facilities 1 . 26 . 441 1 2
Independent Variables 
Personal Development 2 . 05 .753 1 3
Career Development 2 . 09 .731 1 3
Department Rating 2 .16 . 607 1 3
Loyalty to Major 2 . 86 . 861 1 4
Current Prestige 55 . 68 11.075 17 78
Highest Prestige 55 . 64 12 . 166 20 78
Prestige Difference 6 . 62 15.854 -28 57
Education 1 . 37 . 980 0 3
Sociology Degree . 17 . 380 0 1
Job Stability . 36 . 367 0 3
Marital Status . 69 . 465 0 1
Number of Children 1 . 08 1 . 071 0 3
Avocational Total 3 . 12 2 . 047 0 21
REMAIN in Present Job . 33 . 471 0 1
Regular Career ADVANCE . 40 . 492 0 1
Major Career CHANGE . 14 . 343 0 1
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Table 2
Pearson Correlations of EVAL1, EVAL2, and 
Non-indexed Variables
r
EVAL1 by "address issues sociologically" .59
EVA LI by "better self-understanding" .47
EVAL1 by "better understanding of human societies" .60
EVAL1 by "evaluate competing sociological theories" .62
EVAL1 by "improved research skills" .56
EVAL1 by "completed piece of research" .67
EVAL1 by "prepared for graduate or
professional school" .68
EVAL1 by "developed job related skills a n d .insights" .64
EVAL1 by "increased analytical and
interprestive skills" .62
EVAL1 by "enhanced verbal and written expression" .53
EVAL2 by "overall curriculum" .53
EVAL2 by "core requirements" . 28
EVAL2 by "independent research opportunities" .37
EVAL2 by "faculty" . 52
EVAL2 by "classroom instruction" . 52
EVAL2 by "faculty assistance outside of class" .63
EVAL2 by "participation in faculty research" . 39
EVAL2 by "career preparation" . 55
EVAL2 by "preparation for graduate school" .47
EVAL2 by "extra-curricular activities" .46
EVAL2 by "department facilities" .47
all P < . 001
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So as not to lose the descriptive power of any single 
measure, Pearson correlations were run between each individual 
measure and the composite EVAL1. Only one, "gained better 
understanding of myself and others," failed to meet a .5 
correlation criterion. (Table 2) This last was eliminated from 
the composite measure and used separately as an autonomous 
dependent variable. The other nine measures that were 
correlated with EVAL1 were not analyzed further 
individually, to avoid redundancy of findings.
The second set of evaluations concerned facets of the 
department itself: curriculum, faculty, preparation for
graduate school, etc. Each facet was rated as a "strength," 
"weakness," or "uncertain." Adding one point for each 
"strength" response, and leaving the total unchanged for 
"uncertain" or "weakness" responses, an accumulated raw score 
computed as EVAL2 was generated. This Composite was also 
correlated with each of the individual variables, and six of 
the eleven failed a .5 correlation test, also noted in Table 
2. These were subsequently removed from consideration in the 
composite measure and analyzed individually. From the twenty- 
one individual evaluations in this section, then, nine were 
used in this project: EVALl, EVAL2, the one non-correlated
measure from the first set of evaluations, and the six non­
correlated measures from the second set.
Evaluations of the importance of a sociology background 
in the areas of personal and career development were initially
21
graded on a scale from "very unimportant" to "very important," 
with scores for moderate feelings, positively or negatively, 
in between. All negative responses were coded into one 
category (a minimum response of '1'), and the remaining 
positive responses were left intact, coded as '2* and '3.' The 
overall rating of the program at the College was coded in the 
same manner, collapsing all negative responses into one 
category at the low end of the scale, with positive responses 
(in this case "good" and "excellent") noted individually.
The survey question regarding loyalty to the sociology 
major was initially posed with opportunties for positive 
responses coming before space for negative choices. To 
maintain consistency in coding, and provide a logical 
relationship between increasing response code values and 
positive evaluations, the responses were inverted. In this 
way, a response of "definitely would repeat" was coded as '4' 
rather than '1,' "probably would repeat" was coded as a '3' 
response, and so on.
To develop respondents' employment histories into 
operational measures of success, all jobs held by graduates 
had to be coded and ranked on the basis of prestige. Hodge, 
Siegel and Rossi's NORC Occupational Prestige rating system 
(1965) provided the conduit for analysis of those jobs. 
(Appendix B) Occupational titles given by respondents were 
matched as closely as possible to titles indexed by the U.S. 
Census Bureau from the 1970 census, and the three digit code
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with NORC's corresponding two digit prestige code was used. In 
most cases, the best possible match was used, but special 
listings were also created for the purpose of this project. 
Homemakers, graduate students and paid job trainees had their 
own categories and were removed from prestige consideration as 
missing values. Jobs previous to or after any of these were 
considered normally. Concerning the prestige scale: although
it runs theoretically from one to ninety-nine, the highest 
rating achieved was for the "physician" listing, at eighty- 
two. "Current prestige" refers to the prestige score for the 
occupation listed by the respondent as either his or her 
current job or most recent job. "Highest prestige" is the 
highest score, for each respondent, of any occupation listed. 
Obviously, if only one occupation was listed by a respondent, 
the prestige score of that occupation is both the current 
prestige and the highest prestige. "Prestige difference" is 
computed as the difference between the prestige score of the 
first job listed chronologically since graduation, and the 
current or most recent prestige score. A negative value means 
that the respondent's first prestige score is higher than the 
score for the current or most recent job. If fewer than two 
jobs were listed, prestige difference was computed as a 
missing value.
Education was coded sequentially as it appeared on the 
survey form, but a "none" response was coded as '0' rather 
than ’1 some coursework was coded as ’2,’ M.A. degrees
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received a coding of '3', and Ph.D. and law degree recipients 
received a coding of '4.' From the questions concerning 
specific areas of post-baccalaureate education, any responses 
indicating the completion of a higher degree in sociology or 
social work resulted in a coding of ’ 1 ’ for the dummy variable 
"sociology degree." All others were coded as '0.'
Job stability Was computed as the quotient of the total 
number of jobs reported, divided by the number of years since 
graduation. The higher the stability score, therefore, the 
more jobs the respondent has had relative to the number of 
years since graduation. For instance, a score of .25 (one job 
every four years) indicates more job stability than a score of 
1.0 (one job per year, on average).
Regarding marital status, any response that indicated 
that the respondent was not currently married, including 
separation and having been widowed, was coded as '0,' "not 
currently married." Married respondents were coded with a 
' 1. ' The number of children was coded as such, but respondents 
with more than three children were considered to have "three 
or more" and were simply coded with a '3.' Avocations were 
totaled and coded correspondingly.
Responses to the question about employment plans, to be 
used as an alternate, self-reported measure of success, were 
coded into five categories. Respondents either planned a major 
career change, saw themselves as advancing steadily on a 
natural career track, planned to remain in their present job,
or gave no answer or were uncertain. For the purpose of 
measuring success, advancement was a clear indication that the 
respondent saw no major faults in his or her employment 
success; a "remain" answer was a marginal success response, 
while an indication of major career plans represented 
dissatisfaction and therefore a negative success response. 
Each of the three latter responses were then used individually 
as dummy variables: for instance, all respondents forseeing
regular career advancement were coded with a '1' in the new 
variable ADVANCE, and received codings of '0' in each of the 
other two variables, CHANGE and REMAIN. These three could now 
be used as independent variables possibly influencing 
evaluations of the undergraduate experience.
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IV. Findings
Career Dispersal and Job Stability
According to Sharp, male social science majors of 1958 
were the most broadly dispersed grouping among careers held 
five years after graduation. Using the NORC occupational 
codes, William and Mary graduates follow this pattern of 
widely dispersed careers. Seventy-three different occupation 
labels were noted by the 287 graduates when asked to describe 
their most recent job, including homemaking, graduate student 
work, and paid job training. Managers and administrators 
topped the list at almost thirteen percent, followed by social 
workers and officials in public administration, both at 7.7 
percent. Seven percent considered themselves homemakers, and 
4.5 percent did work as lawyers. In total, thirty-five 
different occupations were held by two or more respondents at 
the time of the survey, while four respondents listed no 
current job. Of those four, three had received no degree 
higher than the sociology B.A.
Selecting those with no advanced degrees (Table 3), 
managers and administrators comprised an even thirteen 
percent, while ten percent were homemakers. Twenty-two 
different occupations were listed by at least two of the 138 
respondents with only a B.A. Just over one—half of the 
respondents held some form of advanced degree (149). Of those, 
once again managers and administrators stood at nearly
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Table 3
Ten Most Frequently Reported Current or Most Recent 
Occupations of B.A. Only Graduates
Title Pet. of Total Cum. Pet.
Managers and Administrators 13.0 13.0
Homemaker 10.1 2 3.1
Social Workers 6.5 29.6
Operations and Systems Researchers
and Analysts 4.3 33.9
Office Managers 4.3 38.2
Officials and Administrators,
Public Administration 4.3 42.5
Sales Managers and Department
Heads, Retail Trade 4.3 46.8
Bank Officers and Financial Managers 3.6 50.4
Graduate Students 3.6 54.0
Sales Managers, Except Retail Trade 2.9 56.9
Total N for all B.A.'s = 138
Table 4
Ten Most Frequently Reported Current or Most Recent 
Occupations of Advanced Degree Holders
Title Pet. of Total Cum. Pet
Graduate Students 14.8 14,8
Managers and Administrators 12.8 27.6
Officials and Administrators,
Public Administration 10.7 38.3
Lawyers 8.7 47.0
Social Workers 8.7 55.7
Sociology Teachers 5.4 61.1
Homemakers 4.0 65.1
Operation and Systems Researchers
and Analysts 3.4 68.5
Psychologists 3.4 71.9
Vocational and Educational Counselors 2.7 74.6
Total N for all M.A.'s or above = 149
thirteen percent, but graduate students topped the list at 
14.8 percent. Public officials, lawyers and social workers 
also held relatively high percentages, at 10.7 percent, 8.7 
percent, and 8 .7 percent respectively (Table 4). Surprisingly, 
however, twenty-three different occupations were listed by two 
or more of the respondents. Even more surprisingly, the 
occupations listed among the top ten in reported frequency 
were the same in six instances. Sales managers and bank 
officers among the B.A. holders were replaced by lawyers, 
psychologists and sociology teachers among the advanced degree 
holders, but otherwise the reports were almost exactly the 
same. Respondents with Ph.D. or law degrees (Table 5) held far 
fewer different jobs, with five occupations accounting for 
seventy-eight percent of all responses. Overall the bulk of 
the data disagree with Sharp's; however, while the top ten 
jobs for advanced degree graduates comprised three-fourths of 
all higher graduates, the B.A.-only scale encompassed only 
about half in the top ten.
The average number of jobs for all respondents was 3.49, 
with a maximum of thirteen and about half of the total between 
2 and 6 jobs. Taken as a raw score, however, total job counts 
are of uncertain value: many respondents had twenty years to 
achieve their total; some only a few years. When divided by 
the number of years since graduation, the new statistic 
becomes more meaningful. Under this system, a respondent who 
had changed jobs once every two years would have a stability
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Table 5
Five Most Frequently Reported Current or Most Recent 
Occupations of P h .D and Law Degree Holders
Title Pet. of Total Cum. Pet.
Lawyers 36 . 1 36 . 1
Sociology Teachers 16.7 52 . 8
Managers and Administrators 
Officials and Administrators,
11.1 63.9
Public Administration 8 . 3 72 . 2
School Administration, College 5 . 6 77 . 8
Total N for all Ph.D.'s = 36
Table 6
Stability Ratios by Educational Achievement
Education Mean
Stability 
St. Dev. Min. Max. N
Overall . 364 . 367 . 00 3 . 00 287
B.A. only . 533 . 546 . 00 3 . 00 68
Some coursework . 379 . 379 . 00 2 . 00 82
M.A. degree only . 278 . 163 . 00 .83 101
Ph.D. or Law . 248 . 166 . 00 1 . 00 36
(Stability = Total Jobs/Years Since Graduation)
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score of .5, someone who had held six jobs in three years 
would receive a score of two, etc. The mean of all respondents 
was .364, suggesting that the average is about one job change 
every three years. (Table 6)
Examining the mean for respondents with only the B.A., 
the score jumps to a whopping .533, meaning that those who had 
taken no coursework since receiving the B.A. changed jobs on 
an average pace of once every two years . The value of graduate 
coursework in this area is obvious: those who had enrolled in 
at least one graduate course changed jobs far less often than 
those who had not, and the achievement of higher degrees 
resulted in even further job stability, although on a scale of 
diminishing returns. Respondents having received Ph.D or law 
degrees changed jobs on average less than once every four 
years since graduation (a score of .248), less than half as 
often as those with only a B.A. In addition, the maximum score 
for B.A. holders reached 3.0, while no advanced degree 
respondent rated higher than 1.0. Table 6, and the analysis of 
variance that follows it in Table 7, clearly show that 
education and job stability are positively linked; the higher 
one's education, the fewer jobs one is likely to have held.
In examining both the occupational and evaluation data, 
the obvious question that arises is whether the two are 
related. Education is generally considered a tool, if not a 
conduit, for success. If students do succeed, do they believe 
college is at all responsible? If not later success, what
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Table 7
Analysis of Variance of Respondents' 
Job Stability by Education
Education Freq. Mean St. Dev. St. Err. Min. Max .
B.A. only 68 . 53 . 546 . 066 0 3 . 0
Some Coursework 82 . 38 . 380 . 042 0 2 . 0
M.A. Degree 101 . 28 . 163 . 016 0 . 8
Ph.D. or Law 36 . 25 .166 !. 028 0 1 . 0
Source D.F. Sum of Squares
Between Groups 3 3.1846E + 00
Within Groups 283 35.246
Total 286 38.430
F ratio: 8.523E + 00
F prob.: .0000
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makes individuals favor their undergraduate experience?
To answer these questions, nine dependent evaluation 
measures were tested against the remaining variables from both 
lists in Table 1 for possible relationships. Both evaluation 
indexes (EVAL1 and EVAL2) were used, as well as the single 
measure that did not correlate with EVAL1, "gained better self 
understanding," and the six measures of the department that 
did not correspond strongly to EVAL2: "core requirements,"
"independent research opportunities," "participation in 
faculty research," "preparation for graduate school," "extra­
curricular activities," and "department facilities."
Correlations
Through use of Pearson correlation techniques, 
independent variable candidates were narrowed to those that 
showed significance levels of .05 or better with the nine 
dependent measures. Of the dependent measures, three, "core 
requirements," "independent research opportunities," and 
"participation in faculty research," did not correlate at .05 
or better with more than one independent variable and were not 
included in the regression analysis. This reduced the number 
of dependent measures to "self understanding," "preparation 
for graduate school," "extra-curricular activities," 
"department facilties" and the two derived indexes for a 
total of six.
The three independent prestige measurements (highest
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prestige, current or most recent prestige, and prestige 
achievement) appeared as significantly related to the 
dependent measures on only five total occasions. Both current 
prestige and highest prestige appeared when correlated with 
EVAL1 (at r levels of .16 and .17, respectively), and prestige 
achievement appeared in the non-indexed variables self- 
understanding (r = -.15) and facilities (r = .14). Current
prestige was also correlated to graduate school preparation at 
an r level of .18.
The correlated appearance of self-reported success, as 
measured by the respondent's indication of future plans, was 
similarly subdued. Only responses in the "plan regular career 
advancement" category of the PLANS variable showed correlation 
with any of the dependent measures, and that only twice, in 
relationships with graduate school preparation (r = .13) and
extra-curricular activities (r = .19)
Regression Analysis
To test the significance of these correlations, and to 
find out what did have a unique effect on program evaluations 
if not occupational prestige, regression analysis was 
performed for each of the six dependent variables. The two 
major composite variables were regressed in a number of 
different ways. When EVAL1 was used as the dependent variable, 
analysis was done both with EVAL2 as an independent variable 
and without, to detect whether the presence of EVAL2 in the
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equation had any effect on other variables acting upon EVAL1. 
The reverse was also done, to. test the covariant effect of 
EVAL1 on independent variables in the EVAL2 regressions. (The 
differences were negligible.) Secondly, the results for 
current prestige and highest prestige appeared interchangeable 
in their effects and were therefore used alternately rather 
than together. In addition, each dependent variable was tested 
both in a "stepwise" fashion that ordered significance 
strength from highest to lowest and halted analysis at the .05 
level, and in an "enter" design that printed all outputs from 
the equations. The purpose of the latter approach is to 
"force" all of the possible independent variables into the 
equation, to determine whether covariant effects from less 
significant variables reduce the power of stronger ones to 
below the .05 significance criterion. While no variable that 
fulfilled the .05 criterion in the stepwise model failed in 
the enter model, Tables 7, 8 and 9 reflect the enter-style
outputs in the interest of completeness.
The results did not support the hypotheses between 
prestige and evaluations. In each of the regressions performed 
with EVAL1 as the dependent variable, neither the objective 
measures of success (highest or current prestige) nor the 
subjective measure that appeared from PLANS (regular 
advancement in current career), carried any statistical 
significance in the equations. (Table 7) Recalling that none 
of the prestige measures even appeared in the Pearson
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Table 8
Regression of EVAL1 and EVAL2 Against Correlated
Independent Variables
Independent Variables
Dependent Variables
EVAL1 EVAL2
EVAL1
EVAL2
Total Jobs
Personal Development 
Career Development 
Loyalty to Major 
Highest Prestige 
Current Prestige 
Education 
Sociology Degree 
Marital Status 
Avocational Total
. 43
. 47 
. 55 
53 
. 17 
. 16 
. 25 
. 31 
. 18
.20* * *
.21*** 
.21* * * 
2 2 * * *
.15**
.12*
. 43
- . 15 
. 32 
. 31 
.45
2 4 * * *
16
17
3 0***
Constant: 5.95
-2 . . 49
Constant: 5.35
r2: .33
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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Regressions of 
Preparation"
Table 9
"Self Understanding" and "Graduate School 
Against Correlated Independent Variables
Dependent Variables
Self Understanding Grad
Independent Variables
r B r
Career Development . 23 — . 27
Personal Development . 36 2 8 * * * . 23
Loyalty to Major . 18 - . 28
Prestige Achievement -.15 19** -
Current Prestige — — . 18
Marital Status - . 12 — -. 12
Career Advancement - .13
Education — — . 34
Sociology Degree? - - . 18
. 13*
. 20**
. 2 6 * * *
Constant: 1.34
r2: .17
Constant .75
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* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
Table 10
Regressions of "Extra-curricular Activities" and "Facilities" 
Against Correlated Independent Variables
Dependent Variables
Extra-curricular Act, Facilities
Independent Variables
r B r B
Career Development . 08 — — —
Personal Development . 23 . 17* * . 15 -
Loyalty to Major . 20 . 14* . 20 .13*
Career Advancement . 19 . 15* - -
Job Stability .16 — .19 .21**
Education - . 17 — .15** - . 19 -
Marital Status - . 27 -.17** - . 28 — .19**
No. of Children - . 17 — -.21 —
Prestige Achievement - — . 14 -
Avocation Total — — -. 15 -
Total Jobs - — -.25 — .18* *
Constant: 1 . 06 Constant: 1 . 30
r2: . 18 r2: . 19
* p < . 0 5
* * p < .01
*** p < .001
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correlation with EVAL2, the next table of note uses "better 
self understanding" as the dependent variable. (Table 8) In 
this case prestige achievement does appear as a significant 
variable, carrying a -.19 standardized beta (all beta
notations in this project refer to standardized betaf
symbolized as B but referred to simply as beta) significant to 
.01. This is an unexpected development, but not without
explanation. The achievement rates of the respondents rated 
from a low of -27 to a high of 58; however, the evaluations on 
self understanding of those who experienced negative 
achievement from first job to current job were not 
significantly worse than the total sample. Therefore, the 
values of achievement can be considered on an absolute basis 
of distance from zero, since both positive and negative 
achievers evaluated self understanding about the same. The 
negative versus positive value of beta in this case refers to 
responses from individuals close to zero in prestige
achievement as opposed to those closer to the extremes. In 
other words, those showing little or no achievement from their 
first job to their most recent job were more likely to have 
evaluated the program's facility for development of self 
understanding more highly than those who showed higher 
absolute values of prestige achievement.
The probable explanation for this result is that those 
with more stable career patterns are likely to have a firmer 
grasp of their position in society than those who have moved
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either up or down. The career teacher can be expected to be 
relatively confident of who he or she is, at least as far as 
the workplace is concerned, but the waiter-turned-accountant 
(or vice versa) may feel less sure of which occupation is
truly characteristic of his or her personality. Even if 
Americans do not totally or even mostly define themselves by 
their occupation, it is likely that they may do so to the 
point where it would affect an evaluation of their self- 
understanding .
The only other place one of the measures of success
appears is under the "extra-curricular activities" regression 
table. (Table 9) Respondents noting plans to continue regular 
career advancement were more likely to rate the department 
more favorably in terms of extra-curricular activities (B = 
.15, p < .05), suggesting possibly that department activities 
involving career speakers, topic forums or even student- 
faculty mixers were more likely to make students more
confident of their concentration choice and view their chances 
of continued success more favorably.
If outward or inward success is not responsible for
determining evaluations of the William and Mary undergraduate 
sociology program, what is? The one major independent variable 
in the equation clearly appears to be higher education. 
Referring to the regression table for EVAL1 as the dependent 
variable, a number of factors (including the composite measure 
EVAL2) account substantially for the total variance, but many
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of these are related evaluations and not outside factors. 
Responses evaluating the department's facility for career and 
personal development, as well as the likelihood of repeating 
the major, all in one way or another restate different parts 
or overall comments about the department. On the other hand, 
education is independent of the evaluation process. Those with 
higher degrees of all kinds, but also specificall in 
sociology, rated the department higher overall through the 
EVAL1 index (r = .25, B = .15, p < .01 for the education
variable; r = .31, B = .12, p < .05 for the sociology degree
variable). Apparently, the sociology background provided by 
the department becomes more important when applied to 
specialized learning, either in sociology or elsewhere.
Personal and career development, the likelihood of 
repeating the major and EVAL1 appear as correlated factors 
determining the variance of EVAL2, but only EVAL1 and 
likelihood of repeating the major have significant unique 
effects. The correlation between EVAL1 and EVAL2 was .43, but 
EVAL1 was slightly more significant as the independent 
variable of the two, achieving a beta of .24. When EVAL2 was 
used as the independent variable the beta dropped to .20. 
Both were significant below the .001 limit. The likelihood of 
repeating the major was significant against EVAL2 at .30 beta, 
p < .001, but as noted above with respect to EVAL1, the
discovery that some evaluational measures vary directly with 
other evaluational measures is not surprising.
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Of the non-indexed evaluation regression tables, much of 
the same data appear: when other individual evaluations such 
as personal development and likelihood of major repetition are 
high, so too are the dependent variables. Education, as might 
be expected, figures strongly in the table concerning graduate 
preparation; the beta result stood at .26, p < .001.
Respondents with higher degrees gave higher marks to their 
undergraduate schooling.
One or two notes of interest appeared in the analysis of 
the dependent variables in the third regression table, 
concerning extra-curricular activities and department 
facilities. In the case of extra-curricular activities, 
education worked against evaluations: the higher the
education, the less favorable the evaluation (beta = -.15,
p < .01). In consultations with professors present for most of 
the survey period, it was discovered that activities other 
than parties were rare or nonexistent for much of the period 
between 1968 and 1980, after which sociology-related events 
and speakers became more commonplace. More than likely, the 
absence of such activities during the initial years of the 
department became apparent to students who moved on to other, 
perhaps larger universities where such activities did take 
place.
In the same vein perhaps, married respondents were less 
favorable of department facilities (beta = -.19, p < .01).
The exposure to a spouse with access to better facilities
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during their college years may have prejudiced married 
respondents. Finally, the relationship between the total 
number of jobs held and the stability of those jobs, as they 
relate to department facilities, is a mystery even when 
subjected to post hoc theorizing. The fewer jobs a respondent 
had, the higher he or she rated the facilities. However, if he 
or she had changed jobs a number of times relative to the 
number of years since graduation, the response was the same: 
higher marks for department facilities.
Male vs. Female Comparisons
The differences between men and women in the workplace 
that Calvert and Sharp found weighty enough to warrant 
exclusion thirty years ago have to a large degree disappeared. 
Sociology graduates of both sexes hold many of the same jobs. 
There are, however, discrepancies worthy of mention.
Queried as to their current or most recent job (Table 
10), over twenty percent of the male graduates reported 
occupations considered managerial or administrative, with 
approximately six percent each in public administration and 
system or research analysis. Other occupations with multiple 
reports included lawyers, social workers and sociology 
teachers. In total, fourteen different occupations were 
reported at least twice.
For the women, the picture is much more dispersed. (Table
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Table 11
Eleven Most Frequently Reported 
Jobs Reported by Male
Current or Most 
Respondents
Recent
Title Pet. of Total Cum. Pet
Managers and Administrators 
Officials and Administrators,
20 . 8 20 . 8
Public Administration 
Operations and Systems Analysts
6 . 3 27 . 1
and Researchers 6 . 3 33.4
Graduate Students 5 . 0 38 . 4
Computer Specialists 4 . 2 42 . 6
Social Workers 4 . 2 46 . 8
Sociology Teachers 4 . 2 51 . 0
Current Armed Forces Members 3 . 1 54. 1
School Admin., Elementary 
Sales Managers and Department
3 . 1 57 . 2
Heads, Retail Trade 3 . 1 60 . 3
Bank Officers and Finanacial Mgrs. 3 . 1 63 . 4
Total N for all Males = 96
Table 12
Educational Profile of Male Graduates
Education Freq. Pet. of Total
None or Coursework 51 5 3.2
Master's Degree 27 28.1
Ph.D. or Law Degree 18 18.7
Cum. Pet.
53 . 2 
81 . 3 
100 . 0
TOTAL: 9 6
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12). Fewer than nine percent reported managerial and 
administrative jobs, and the percentage was slightly higher 
for social workers (9.4 percent) . A higher percentage of women 
held law careers, as well as positions in public 
administration. Twenty-four separate occupations were reported 
more than once by women, but as the N for women in the sample 
population was substantially higher, a greater diversity of 
occupations is expected. Unexpectedly, teaching professions 
(including vocational and trade school instructors), the 
occupation that once was almost the sole domain of women, 
accounted for 9.4 percent of the total in the male sample, 
while only 7.9 percent of women reported a current job in 
teaching.
The turnaround in educational achievement for women is 
also notable. Just short of forty-seven percent of the males 
reported graduate degrees, with another 34.4 percent having 
completed coursework. (Table 11) Not only did the females 
"catch up" to the men on the ladder of higher education, in 
this case they surpassed them: 48.1 percent of women had
completed a graduate degree by the time of the survey. (Table
13) However, the percentage of women without any post­
baccalaureate coursework exceeded that of the males by over 
seven percent. Also, all four respondents to the survey that 
had held no jobs since graduation were women.
Once in the job market, women have also seen the 
development of some parity with regard to occupational
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Table 13
Eleven Most Frequently Reported Current or Most Recent 
Jobs Reported by Female Graduates
Title Pet. of Total Cum. Pet
Homemaker 9 . 9 9 . 9
Social Workers 9 . 4 19.3
Managers and Administrators 
Officials and Administrators,
8 . 9 28 . 2
Public Administration 8 . 4 36 . 6
Graduate Students 5 . 2 41 . 8
Lawyers 4 . 7 46 . 5
Office Managers
Sales Managers and Department
3 . 1 49 . 6
Heads, Retail Trade 3 . 1 52.7
School Administrators, College 
Operations and Systems Analysts
2 . 6 55 . 3
And Researchers 
Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten
2 . 6 57 . 9
Teachers 2 . 6 60 . 5
Table 14
Educational Profile of Female Graduates
Education Freq Pet. of Total Cum. Pet.
None or Coursework 
Master's Degree 
P h .D . or Law Degree
99
74
18
51 . 8 
38 . 7 
9 . 4
51 . 9
90 . 6 
100 . 0
TOTAL: 191
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prestige. Two statistics from the survey that prove useful 
in this analysis are the measure of the respondent's highest 
prestige of any job held (Table 14), and the difference in 
prestige between the first job and the current or most recent 
job. (Table 15)
The mean of m e n ’s highest prestige was 56,7, compared to 
the overall women’s score of 55,1. Considering only the B.A. 
graduates, men's prestige centered at 47.6; women's prestige 
was slightly higher, almost fifty-three. Adding graduate 
course work was slightly more helpful for men in terms of 
prestige, adding almost seven points (54.1), while women 
gained less than one full point (53.5). Scores for men with a 
Master's degree carried an average above the overall mean at 
59.3, while the advance for women lagged at fewer than two 
points over those with only B.A.'s, to 55,4. At the Ph.D. and 
Law levels, women outpaced men slightly in their gains, 
averaging 64,9 as opposed to 66.8 for the men.
These results are not significant statistically, but the 
differences in ranges between the sexes are worth noting. The 
overall minimum recorded score for highest prestige was equal 
for both men and women, but the minimum score for women at the 
B.A. level was 36, compared to the men's minimum of 20. This 
was also the only educational gradation where women's prestige 
was actually higher than men's. In the acheivement of higher 
degrees, however, the minimum prestige score for men did not 
fall below 25, and for
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Table 15
Differences in Highest Prestige Between Men and Women2
MEN (scaled from 1 to 99)
Education Mean St. Dev. Minimum Maximum N
Overall 56 . 7 12 . 9 20 78 93
B.A. only 47 . 6 11 . 3 20 78 18
Some Coursework 54 . 1 11.4 25 78 31
M.A. degree 59 . 3 9 . 6 47 78 27
Ph.D. or Law 66 . 8 14 . 0 31 78 17
WOMEN (scaled from 1 to 99)
Education Mean St. Dev. Minimum Maximum N
Overall 55 . 1 11 . 8 20 78 185
B.A. only 52 . 6 7 . 4 36 72 46
Some Coursework 53 . 5 11 . 3 20 76 49
M.A. Degree 55 . 4 11 . 6 20 78 72
Ph.D. or Law 64 . 9 17 . 4 2 2 78 18
2 Both tables exclude respondents with no prestige scores.
47
Table 16
Differences in Prestige Achievement Between Men and Women3
MEN (scaled from 1 to 99)
Education Mean St. Dev. Minimum Maximum N
Overall 6 . 7 18 . 0 -28 57 77
B.A. only 5 . 8 14 . 8 -19 29 13
Some Coursework 8 . 5 18 . 0 -22 57 26
M.A. Degree 1 . 5 14 . 1 -28 35 23
Ph.D. or Law 12 . 2 24 . 3 -28 51 15
WOMEN (scaled from 1 to 99)
Education Mean St. Dev. Minimum Maximum N
Overall 6 . 6 14 . 8 -28 56 161
B.A. only 5.1 9 .5 -21 28 36
Some Coursework 5.4 13 . 4 -28 35 44
M.A. Degree 5.2 15 . 5 -27 46 64
Ph.D. or Law 17.6 20 . 5 -15 56 17
3 Both tables exclude respondents with fewer than two prestige 
scores for comparison.
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M.A. recipients, no male scored lower than 41. Women, on the 
other hand, even those at the M.A. level, languished at scores 
as low as twenty. Even though women have been able to receive 
the same educational training as men over the last two 
decades, they still appear to hold different jobs and receive 
less recognition than their male counterparts.
Another way to examine this issue is to analyze 
differences in prestige from the beginning of one's career to 
the present. Men in the survey achieved a positive movement in 
prestige averaging 6.7
points. Women averaged nearly that overall, but from there the 
statistics take a few radical turns. Men with only the B.A. 
experienced positive achievement averaging 5.8, and women in 
the same grouping also achieved less than the overall average, 
5.1. Coursework, as it was in terms of highest prestige, was 
more useful to men than women: men averaged 8.5 points of
achievement, as opposed to 5.4 for women, an increase of only 
.3 over women without any graduate work. Scores for men with 
Master’s degrees fell precipitously to 1.5, while those of 
equally educated women languished at 5.2. Finally, men with 
law or Ph.D. degrees rated 12.2 in prestige achievement, while 
women of the same grouping shot up in prestige an average of 
17.6 points from their initial occupation. Once again, the 
ranges are revealing: the highest prestige achievement for men 
was 57 points; for women, 56. The male respondent or 
respondents reporting a 57 point achievement had only
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completed some coursework, wheras the women's score of 56 came 
from the Ph.D. category.
Why do women with higher education show higher prestige 
gains than men once they achieve advanced degrees? A possible 
answer might lie in the admiration people tend to show for 
those that overcome adversity —  the sense of "pulling for the 
underdog;" Jim Abbott, a baseball pitcher for the California 
Angels, has only one arm, yet pitches (and fields) quite well, 
certainly on a par or better than many professional pitchers. 
With every successful pitching performance, Abbott garners 
more prestige, not only for the victory but for the victory 
despite his handicap.
By the same token, women, who have been unfairly regarded 
for centuries as incapable of achieving a man's intellectual 
capacity, may seem more impressive to some when they overcome 
that prejudicial burden by obtaining a Master's or doctoral 
degree. The prestige achievement rankings of each sex lag 
behind the other at exactly the places where their 
"traditional" statuses have been: women, at the baccalaureate 
level; and men, at the more advanced educational plateaus.
Cohort Analysis
The final research question asks whether the opinions of 
students about the sociology major have changed over the 
years. As indicated earlier, little exact correlation between 
different survey questions is possible, but one question comes
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close: Given the chance, would the sociology graduate choose 
sociology again? Calvert found a disappointing result of less 
than forty percent in the affirmative from his 1958 sample. 
The overall result from the alumni survey is more heartening: 
out of 284 responses, nearly seventy percent indicated they 
"probably" or "definitely" would repeat the major. (Table 15)
Calculated on a one-to-four scale with a score of four 
showing the most willingness to repeat, the latest graduate 
cohort (1981-88) was the most favorable, showing a mean 
response just over 3.1. Earlier classes showed somewhat less 
enthusiasm, but in all cohorts respondents favored the program 
enough to choose it again given the chance.
Other questions from the Calvert survey were not so easy 
to match. In many cases, Calvert sought yes-no responses, 
while the Alumni survey asked for ratings on a Likert-type 
scale. However, if any answer from the Alumni survey higher 
than one is considered at least marginally positive, some 
comparisons can be made. "I learned how to get along with 
others," from the Calvert survey, elicited a 72.2 percent 
affirmative response, while the Alumni version "gained better 
understanding of self and others" was given a rating of two or 
higher seventy-eight percent of the time. The Calvert question 
concerning better written and oral expression was responded to 
favorably 68.8 percent of the time, while the Alumni survey 
comparison was 69.9 percent. Assuming the validity of the 
comparison methodology, then, areas in which a social science
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Table 17
Responses to the Question, "If You Had to Do it Over Again, 
Would You Have Concentrated in Sociology?", Classified by
Graduation Cohorts
Response
Graduation Cohort 
1968-1970 1971-75 1976-1980 1981-88 TOT
Definitely Not 5.5% 8.9% 5.9% 5.2% 6.4%
Probably Not 31.9% 31.3% 23.5% 16.9% 25.7%
Probably Would 47.2% 41.8% 47.1% 37.7% 43.3%
Definitely Would 15.3% 18.0% 23.5% 40.3% 24.6%
TOTAL % 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0%
TOTAL N 72 67 68 77 284
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background are helpful have not changed appreciably over the 
last thirty years.
As a final note on cohort analysis specific to the 
William and Mary survey, in many cases the department was 
deemed to be more effective and helpful by the later cohorts 
of students. Evaluations showed consistent improvement on a 
number of scales, including EVAL2, extra-curricular activities 
and department facilities. In other cases, such as the overall 
rating of the program, there were slight dips in the second 
cohort (students graduating between 1973 and 1979), but higher 
evaluations from the later groupings. Not surprisingly, the 
older respondents reported higher prestige levels than younger 
ones, having had more time to build experience and find their 
particular niche.
Before indicting the hypothesis for this particular 
research section, however, the differences that show cannot be 
traced with evidence to cultural differences, but they can be 
traced to improvements in the department. As noted both by 
professors employed at the College during that the survey 
period, and through evaluations of extra-curricular activities 
and facilities, the department has clearly improved itself 
enough to make a favorable response from later cohorts 
logical.
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Table 18
Analysis of Variance By Graduation Cohorts Responding to 
the Question, "If You Had to Do it Over Again, Would 
You Have Concentrated in Sociology?"
Cohort Freq. Mean St. Dev. St. Err. Min. Max .
1968-1970 72 2 . 72 .792 . 093 1 . 0 4 . 0
1971-1975 67 2 . 69 .874 . 107 1 . 0 4 . 0
1976-1980 68 2 . 88 .838 . 102 1 .0 4 . 0
1981-1988 77 3 . 13 . 879 . 100 1 . 0 4 . 0
Source D.F. Sum of Squares
Between Groups 3 9.0219E + 00
Within Groups 280 200.622
Total 283 209 . 644
F ratio: 4.197E + 00 
F prob.: .0063
Table 19
Analysis of Variance by Graduation Cohorts for EVAL2
Cohort Freq. Mean St. Dev. St. Err. M i n . Max .
1968-1970 68 7 . 87 1 . 592 . 193 5 . 0 10 . 0
1971-1975 62 8 .05 1 . 487 . 189 5 . 0 10.0
1976-1980 64 8. 27 1 .198 . 150 5 . 0 10 . 0
1981-1988 74 8 . 65 1 . 329 . 154 5 . 0 10 . 0
Source D.F. Sum of Squares
Between Groups 3 2.3998E + 01
Within Groups 264 524.013
Total 267 548.011
F ratio: 4.030E + 00
F prob.: .0079
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Table 20
Analysis of Variance by Graduation Cohorts of Responses to 
the Question Rating Extra-curricular Activities
Cohort Freq. Mean S t . Dev S t . Err. Min. Max .
1968-70 71 1.13 . 335 .040 1.0 2 . 0
1971-1975 66 1 . 14 . 346 .043 1.0 2 . 0
1976-1980 67 1.25 .438 .054 1.0 2 . 0
1981-1988 77 1 . 35 . 480 .055 1.0 2 . 0
Source D.F. Sum of Squares
Between Groups 3 2.4694E + 00
Within Groups 277 45.8509
Total 280 48.3203
F ratio: 4.973E + 00
F prob.: .0022
Table 21
Analysis of Variance by Graduation Cohorts of Responses 
to the Question Rating Department Facilities
Cohort Freq. Mean St . Dev St. Err. Min. Max .
1968-1970 68 1 . 05 .237 .029 1.0 2 . 0
1971-1975 65 1. 17 . 378 .047 1.0 2 . 0
1976-1980 64 1 . 27 . 445 .056 1.0 2 . 0
1981-1988 74 1 . 53 . 503 .059 1.0 2 . 0
Source D.F Sum of Squares
Between Groups 3 8.5650E + 00
Within Groups 267 43.8335
Total 270 52.3985
F ratio: 1.739E + 01
F prob.: .0000
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Table 22
Analysis of Variance by Graduation Cohorts of Respondents' 
Highest Recorded Prestige Score
Cohort Freq. Mean St. Dev. St. Err. Min. Max .
1968-1970 74 58 . 51 9.749 1.133 36 . 0 78 . 0
1971-1975 67 55 . 71 12.774 1.561 22 . 0 78 . 0
1976-1980 68 56 . 66 13.769 1.667 20 . 0 78 . 0
1981-1988 69 51 . 48 11.318 1.363 20 . 0 78 . 0
Source D.F. Sum of Squares
Between Groups 3 1.8775E + 03
Within Groups 27 4 39120.5364
Total 277 40998.0288
F ratio: 4.383E + 00
F prob.: .0049
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V. Discussion and Conclusions
Whenever a researcher develops a serious hypothesis 
before data manipulation, there is a real chance the educated 
guess supported by logical evidence will simply not pan out. 
(Even more disappointing is to discover the effects are 
exactly opposite from those hypothesized. ) The young scientist 
should constantly be cautioned, however, that the aim of 
scientific analysis is not to collect validated hypotheses but 
rather simply, to "find out." The hypothesis is merely dot 
number one in a huge connect-the-dots puzzle. With that in 
mind, a number of interesting conclusions can be drawn from 
the preceding pages; some bear out the initial assumptions, 
some do not. In any case, the discussion is revealing of the 
value and scope of the undergraduate sociology major, at least 
that which is taught at the College of William and Mary.
For the student undertaking a sociology (or likely any 
other liberal arts) major, or one considering it, there still 
remains no clear answer to the inevitable question "what does 
one do with that?" As Sharp discusses and the survey data 
verify, graduates of sociology go on to pursue a broad variety 
of vocations across all areas. There is no guarantee of any 
particular lifestyle; lawyers and social workers come from the 
same stock that feeds the ranks of accountants and shoe store 
managers. The common factor, however, appears to be the non­
labor character of different careers. Manual jobs were
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seriously underrepresented in the sample, giving way to 
statisticians, urban planners, real estate agents, 
administrators, and computer programmers.
Contrary to projection, getting more education .did not 
reduce the variety of work opportunities. Master's and 
doctoral degree holders (as a grouping) were just as scattered 
across occupational fields as B.A.-only graduates. Apparently, 
earning a higher degree does not make graduates overqualified 
for many of the same jobs, either. Many of the occupations 
listed by each grouping were in the same categories. The 
thirty-six Ph.D.'s were concentrated in a much smaller number 
of categories, but overall, the idea that a specialized 
sociology degree focuses one's opportunities and choices into 
a smaller number of fields is false.
A possible explanation for this may lie in the results of 
the explosion of interest in sociology during the 1960's and 
early 1970's. The dataset from the alumni survey shows this 
trend: The peak years for the department in terms of the
number of concentrators were during that time period, and in 
fact about fifty percent of respondents were graduates from 
the first eight years of the survey time frame.
At the same time, and in fact probably providing the 
antecedent to the building interest in sociology, were the 
charged interactions of a nation grappling over several 
weighty issues and trying to adapt to fast and furious changes 
in the social order. Prior to the 1960's (during the survey
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period of Calvert and Sharp, for instance), understanding 
people and society may have seemed less important than 
"business matters," but since then a working knowledge in the 
former is often regarded as helpful and beneficial in everyday 
life. Thus, opportunities for the sociology major have 
developed to extend across many more fields than thought 
appropriate prior to the peak years of sociology.
While a specialist in a particular field is as easily 
found in different occupations as the graduate with just the 
B.A. , students who continued with their education settled into 
their jobs with less movement between positions. The ratio of 
number of jobs to years since graduation show a clear 
monotonic scale favoring those with graduate education. Ph.D. 
respondents changed jobs only about half as much as those with 
only the B.A. Since Ph.D. graduates from the survey also held 
only a few different occupations, however, it is likely that 
once set on a certain career track, the Ph.D. holder will not 
generally shuffle from career to career. Lawyers, who 
comprised thirty-six percent of the highest-degree sample, 
much more often than not become lawyers and stay lawyers once 
receiving their degree and passing the bar exam. Sociology 
teachers, another sixteen percent of the sample, also do not 
generally change positions once they become "tenure-tracked."
On the other hand, even after combining the Ph.D.'s with 
M.A. graduates, the "stability score" only rises to .27, as 
opposed to .47 for B.A. only graduates. As noted above, the
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career choices for Master's students are not at all focused on 
just a few areas, but even so, they are much less likely to 
move from job to job than their counterparts with less formal 
education.
Turning to comparisons of prestige and program 
evaluations, expected influences of attribution and 
availability of causal candidates refused to materialize, even 
at the predictive behest of the researcher. Bankers and 
waiters alike rated the program on bases other than the 
prestige of their occupations or satisfaction with career 
progress. The most prominent of these bases was the amount of 
education. The more education a respondent had received, the 
more beneficial and effective his or her undergraduate 
sociology experience had been. Obviously, graduate degree 
holders specializing in sociology would have more favorable 
responses, or else they would not have continued in the same 
field. But what made the highly educated like the William and 
Mary program so much?
There is almost definitely more than one answer; however, 
a reasonable one can be suggested from other data returned by 
the sample. The individual strengths of the department tend to 
be in areas most encouraging to students considering 
continuing study, either in sociology or another field. 
Curriculum, faculty and classroom instruction were the 
strongest facets of the department. By contrast, facility for 
career preparation was seen as a weakness of the department.
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It can be fairly easily hypothesized that engaging course 
material taught in an engaging fashion by engaging people 
would encourage recipients to want to learn more.
The changes in gender differences over the last thirty 
years as pertains to social science education and career 
development are marked. Not only have women come to hold many 
of the same jobs as men, but in the case of the sample they 
hold many different jobs as well. More of the women than men 
were lawyers, but more were also social workers. In a curious 
development, a higher percentage of men reported current 
teaching jobs than did women. Teaching, especially at the 
elementary and secondary school levels, once the great bastion 
of employment for the college educated woman (other than 
childbearing), has now become the domain of both sexes, and in 
fact women may now feel that to teach would be "settling" for 
the easy career when so many other opportunities are 
available.
Concurrent with their continuing lock on the highest pay, 
men still receive slightly higher prestige for their work than 
women, although the gap has closed considerably. Even if women 
pursue higher education, men still come out ahead: the
difference in prestige averages is slightly higher between 
Ph.D.'s, and much higher between M.A. holders, than it is 
overall.
As individual women become more educated, however, their 
progress in prestige from their first job to the latest
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increases at a faster rate than men. Evidently, the more women 
achieve, the more impressive those achievements seem based on 
overcoming societal obstacles to success. Men who receive a 
Ph.D. are perceived as "more common" (although the data prove 
otherwise); therefore, a woman who achieves the same is 
noticed as something special.
Finally, the differences between data of the 1950's and 
the alumni data show that sociology as a discipline has 
improved into a valid and useful course of education. From the 
1950's to the 1980's, graduates asked if they would major in 
sociology all over again turned from slightly scornful to 
overwhelmingly favorable. The limitations of this statistic 
are of concern; William and Mary is hardly indicative of most 
colleges and universities in terms of median SAT scores, 
student-professor ratios, and even the existemce of typical 
college nightlife activities. But even among W&M students 
themselves, it appears that the sociology department has 
become better in its ability to train minds and develop 
interest in the value of thinking sociologically.
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY 
Alumni Survey
COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY 
FOUNDED IN 1693 
WILLIAMSBURG, VIRGINIA 23185
Telephone
(804)253-4326
Dear Sociology Graduate:
The College of William and Mary is undertaking a thorough assessment of its undergraduate programs. 
The assessment focuses on both general education and undergraduate majors (concentrations) in arts and 
sciences, business, and education. Sociology is one of five pilot departments being examined in this first year 
of assessment. With your help, we want to learn more about our strengths and weaknesses as we plan for the 
future.
One part of the Sociology assessment plan is an outside review of our undergraduate program. It focuses 
on requirements for concentrators and minors, general education courses, and special opportunities for under­
graduates (for example, independent studies and internships). A second part of the plan involves evaluations 
of senior essays written by current sociology majors. The third part of the plan is a survey of sociology alumni 
from the past twenty years. The goals of the survey are to learn something about your post-graduate experiences, 
to get your thoughts on the importance of a sociology background up to this point in your life, and to benefit 
from your reflections about the strengths and weaknesses of your undergraduate training in sociology.'
You have been included in a sample of sociology alumni dating back to 1968. Please help us by completing 
the enclosed questionnaire. Some of the questions may be answered by simply checking the appropriate box. 
Other items ask you either to write in a short description or briefly comment in any manner you deem appropriate. 
The questionnaire should take about 15-20 minutes to complete and can be returned in the enclosed self-addressed 
envelope.
To ensure a representative sample of sociology alumni, it is important that we achieve a high response rate 
of those who have been selected. Please be assured that your responses will be completely confidential. The 
ID numbers at the top of the questionnaires are being used by us to identify non-respondents who will be 
surveyed in a second mailing. Findings from the study will be presented in aggregate form only, and no 
individual graduate will ever be identified by name.
My colleagues and I have appreciated very much the opportunity of working with so many of you in the 
past. We hope to hear from you, to learn about and from your experiences, and to benefit from your thoughts 
and recollections. The information we seek will enable us to better serve present and future students of William 
and Mary. Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
A.
Gary A. Kreps 
Professor and Chair
Members of the Sociology Faculty
David Aday 
Lawrence Beckhouse 
Vernon Edmonds 
Michael Faia 
Satoshi Ito 
Jon Kemer
Wayne Kemodle (Emeritus)
Victor Liguori 
Edwin Rhyne
John Stanfield (Cummings Professor of Sociology and American Studies)
Elaine Themo
ALUMNI SURVEY: DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY ID#
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Background Information
When did you graduate from William and M ary?_________
Are you currently employed? [ ] Yes, employed full-time
[ ] Yes, employed part-time
[ ] No, not currently employed
If you are not currently employed, please skip to the next question. If you are currently employed, please 
provide us with your job title, a brief description of your work activities, and the time period of employment 
(dates) in your current job.
Please also summarize your employment history since graduating from the College (earliest to most recent 
position). It would be helpful if you could describe briefly the kinds of positions you have held in the past, and 
during what time periods. Feel free to add a sheet if you need more space.
Job Descriptions Time Periods
What are your employment plans for the future?
We would like you now to describe your major avocational and other personal interests and activities (such as 
voluntary associations, political action groups, social clubs, hobbies, and other leisure pursuits). It would be 
helpful in this regard if you could indicate how important these kinds of activities are to you and how much 
time you spend on them.
Have you pursued any post-graduate education? [ ] N o [ ] Yes
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If yes, please indicate in what field(s) and highest level of education attained (check all fields that apply)
  Sociology: [ ] Coursework [ ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
  Law: [ ] Coursework [ ] Law Degree
  Business: [ ] Coursework [ ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
  Education: [ ] Coursework [ ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
  Social Work: [ ] Coursework ( ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
  Public Admin: [ ] Coursework [ ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
  Urban Planning: [ ] Coursework [ ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
  Other: (What Field?___________________ )
[ ] Coursework [ ] Master's [ ] Doctorate
Do you plan to pursue post-graduate education beyond that noted in the previous question? [ ] No [ ] Yes
If yes, in what field______________________________________
Are you currently — married, widowed, divorced, separated, or have you never been married?
[ ] Married [ ] Divorced [ ] Never married
[ J Widowed [ ] Separated
Do you have any children? . [ ] No [ ] Yes If yes, how many and what are their ages _______
What is your gender? [ ] Male [ ] Female
Sociology Training, Career and Personal Development 
What is your best recollection of why you majored in sociology?
Considering the employment history and plans you described earlier, to what extent has your undergraduate 
background in sociology been important to your career development?
[ ] Very important [ ] Moderately unimportant
[ ] Moderately important [ j Very unimportant
Briefly describe the reason(s) for this evaluation.
Considering the avocational and other personal interests and activities you described earlier, to what extent has 
your undergraduate background in sociology been important to your personal development.
[ ] Very important [ ] Moderately unimportant
[ j Moderately important [ j Very unimportant
Briefly describe the reason(s) for this evaluation.
Based on your own experience, please rate on a scale of 1 to 5 each of the following items as possible outcome
of your sociology major. A rating of 1 means that the item was an unimportant outcome of your sociol ^
major. A rating of 5 means that the item was a very important outcome of your sociology major. Feel free t 
add outcomes at the end of the list that you think should be on it. °
Please circle the appropriate number for each item on the list.
(1 = unimportant outcome 5 = very important outcome)
Learned how to address issues sociologically 
Gained better understanding of myself and others 
Gained better understanding of human societies 
Could evaluate competing sociological theories 
Improved research and data analysis skills 
Completed a piece of sociological research 
Prepared for graduate or professional school 
Developed job related skills and insights 
Increased analytical and interpretive skills 
Enhanced verbal and written expression
Other outcome:____________________________ _
Other outcome:______________________________
Strengths and Weaknesses of Sociology Concentration
Based on your own experience, please rate each of the following items as a strength or a weakness of the 
sociology major at William and Mary. Feel free to add items at the end of the list that you think shoulctbe on it.
Strength Weakness Uncertain Dimension of Program
Overall curriculum
Core requirements (theory, methods, statistics) 
Independent research opportunities 
Faculty
Classroom instruction 
Faculty assistance outside of classroom 
Participation in faculty research 
Career preparation 
Preparation for graduate school 
Extra-curricular activities 
Department facilities
O ther:___________________
O ther:___________________
From your experience, how would you rate the sociology undergraduate program at William and Mary?
Comment: _________________________ ______________________________[ ] Excellent 
[ ] Good 
[ 1 Fair 
[ ] Poor
If you had it to do over again, would you have concentrated in sociology?
Comment: __________________________[ ] Definitely would 
[ ] Probably would 
[ ] Probably would not 
[ j Definitely would not
What suggestions would you offer for improving the undergraduate major in sociology at William and Mary?
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APPENDIX B
PRESTIGE SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS 
(Qs. 2, 5, 6; Deck 1, Cols. 16-17, 38-39, 48-49)
The prestige scores assigned to occupations in this study were
taken from a rating system developed at NORC in 1963-196 5 in a project
on occupation prestige directed by Robert W. Hodge, Paul S. Siegel, and
Peter H. Rossi. This concept of prestige is defined as the respondents'
estimation of the social standing of occupations. The prestige scores
in the Hodge-Siegel-Rossi study were generated by asking respondents to
estimate the social standing of occupations via a nine-step ladder,
printed on cardboard and presented to the respondent.
The boxes on the ladder were numbered 1-9 from bottom to top.
In addition, the first, fifth, and ninth boxes were labeled 
"bottom," "middle," and "top," respectively. The occupational 
titles were printed on small cards and the occupational prestige 
ratings were collected by requesting respondents to sort the cards 
into boxes formed by the rungs of the ladder. [P. 35.]
Significance testing between two prestige scores, or among a 
group of scores, requires knowledge about the standard errors. Since 
there is a different standard error term for each pair of scores, Siegel 
has provided a few values which are likely to exceed most actual standard 
errors. For more detail on standard error, sources of the prestige 
scores, and the method of translating the respondents' rankings into a 
standardized metric system, see Siegel, Prestige in the American
*Paul S. Siegel, Prestige in the American Occupational 
Structure. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Sociology, 
University of Chicago. March, 1971. (Available from Photoduplication 
Department, University of Chicago Libraries, Chicago, 60637.)
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Occupational Structure.
The prestige score was originally designed for use with the 1960 
U.S. Census occupational codes and has been adapted to the 197 0 listing 
as follows:
1) If the occupation was a new one assigned to a previously 
existing subdivision (e.g., Engineers within the major category 
"Professional, Technical, and Kindred Workers"), it received the 
prestige score for the general n.e.c.* category of that 
subdivision.
2) If the occupation was grouped with a like occupation in 1960 but 
divided from it in 1970, both occupations received the same 1960 
prestige score.
3) If this occupation was completely new to the list and was not 
assigned to an existing subdivision, it received the prestige 
score of the n.e.c. category for the major occupational 
division.
All adaptions are marked with a " " next to the occupational 
classifications. (See Appendix F.)
4) The craft score was used for apprentices when the craft score 
was less than 41. If the craft score was greater than 41, the 
apprentice score of 41 was used.
For an alternative means of assigning prestige codes to 1970 Census
categories see Robert M. Hauser and David L. Featherman, The Process of
Stratification: Trends and Analysis. New York: Academic Press, 197 7.
*Not elsewhere classified.
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